From: "Perry Beck" <pbeck@loomis.ca.gov>

To: <jmu@waterboards.ca.gov>
Date: 11/23/04 10:30AM
Subject: DRAFT POLICY FOR IMPLEMENTING STORM WATER PROGRAM

We would submit an issue to add to the list of issues to be discussed at
the January 2005 listening sessions. The issue is "funding storm water
programs - monitoring, compliance, permitting and standards."

Without method to obtain money (legislation will likely be needed)
jurisdictions are going to be in a bind of choosing whether to do storm
water programs or something else. That choice should not be necessary.
It is time for storm water policies to take their place among water,
sewer and other utilities and be paid for through fees and/or taxes of
some kind. This should not be left to individual entities trying to

come up with some fee and/or tax that may find support from the
taxpayer. Funding method(s) should arise from a cohesive statewide
policy that could still allow for varying fee and/or tax amount in

cities and counties recognizing that agencies would differ in how much
money would be needed to implement storm water policies. Again, this
would likely take legislation.

Thank you for including this in issues to be discussed.
PERRY BECK, TOWN MANAGER

TOWN OF LOOMIS
916-652-1840

CcC: <jlewis@cacities.org>



From: "Leslie Gault" <LGault@placer.ca.gov>

To: <jmu@waterboards.ca.gov>, <ffiller@waterboards.ca.gov>
Date: ’ 11/23/04 2:55PM
Subject: For the Stormwater policy fistening sessions agenda

Jennifer and Thomas:

| was just looking at the draft topics agenda for the State Water Board
Stormwater policy listening session, and some additional concepts need
to be added:

- interaction between 'no non-stormwater discharge' criteria and the
activity-based BMPs in the permit when the sizing criteria (or activity)
doesn't cut it--especially with respect to providing sizing criteria
that do not remove all the sediment (suspended colloidal soils)

- requirements (or not) for advanced treatment--when where why (if at
all) is it appropriate?

- interaction of the Municipal permit construction MCM and the
Construction General permit. (what dividing line the duplicative
requirements?)

- improved guidance and definition of the BMP sizing criteria in
attachment 4, esp "24 hour runoff" term, et al. Few people (regulators
included) seem to actually understand what the permit is saying, and if
I do understand it correctly, the methodology probably doesn't warrant
further expanded use (such as has just occurred with this inclusion in
the Statewide permit) without intensive scrutiny and additional
development of the input data, etc.

- definition of 'effectively prohibit' (if not defined in great
detail, at least tell us whether the permit means 'effectively’ in the
context of 'in effect, or 'doing it very well')

- criteria for program effectiveness evaluations (or "results")

Thank you
Leslie Gault

Leslie Gault, P.E.

Water Quality Coordinator
(530) 889-7503 fon

(530) 889-7589 fax
Igault@placer.ca.gov

CC: "Bob Costa" <BCosta@placer.ca.gov>



